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—— ' Secondary education majors participated in a one-week "

microteaching . program in which they were trained to identify and
quantify verbal behaviors that inhibit teacher/claritys Teacher

clarity indicators were identified as. vagueness terms and mazes.
Vagueness terms are indicated by approximation or lack of clarity and—
assurance. Mazes are garbles, stutters, slips of the tongue, false

groups were completing certificatiord requirements orf were updating
certificates they currently helg. All, students were assigned two
lesson topi¢s to prepare for presentation to.a class., After the
students in the experimental group presented their first lesson, the
investigator defined s .terms and mazes. Sample tapes of the
lessons were played and'the experimental group was trained to . '

.identify and quantify’ vagueness terms and mazes. Ways to .reduce the ° B

frequency of these terms and mazes.were discussed. In reviewing their
taped discussions, no mention of vagueness terms and mazes was made
to spudepts in the control group. Students' in the experimental ggoup
reduced their use of vagueness terms and tazes from the first lesson,
while those in the control group reduced.orly the ,frequencyof mazes.
Although these résearch results were interpreted Within certain .
limitatiqns, it can _be concludedthat teachers can be trained to v
significantly redute the frequency of vagueness texms by focusing on
the terms’and by preparing lessons to eliminate. them. Mazes can be
reduced by simply presenting lessons and reviewing their '
presentations. (JD), ‘
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According to Rosenshine (1971), teacher clarity is an importaq%

2

aspect of effective instruction., Research has shown that teacher °

A- ’ . ..
c1arity-affects student achievement (Land,,1979;-Land & Smith, 1979;

Dunkin & Doenau, 1980- Smith & Cotten, 19803 Smith & Bramblett,

1981), A number of low—inferqnce teacher clarity indicators havd

heen identified, 'Lowqinference indicators can be_ obs&rved and obt

jectively quantified (as opposed to high-inference indicators Cra
- . 1 . -
which ‘ar@ open to subjéctivity), Among the low-inference indicators

are ¥%agueness terms and mazes. Hiller, Fisher, and Kaess (1969) .,
. T " €

identified more than 200 vaguenesg terms, These are?vérds or phrases

indicating approximation, unclarity, or lack of assurance, Smith

*(1977) identified mazes as garbles, stutters, slips of the tongue,

Vel . . - EY -
false starts or halts in speech, redundantly spoken words, and combi-

nations of wopds that do not make semantic sense, Research has in-
\ -
' N . . o
dicated that teacher vagueness terms and makes negatively affect

stident achievement (see referensdes cited above). Deseriptive re-
! > it - \
search A3¥ shown that teachers use an average of from three to five
-,
vagueness terms per mlnute of teacher talk and an average oﬁ four

mazes per minute of teacher talk, Althcugh it has been shown tHat

-
vagueness teums and mazes are %nhibltors of teacher clarity, 11tt1e,

-

if any, research has been conduqted to determine whether teachers
-, g oot - ?

could be tralned to significantly reduce the number of vagueness terms )

and mazes they use; ‘ e - R ,4! .
. - . . »
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. \ ] ‘ Abstract
t Each of 48 secondary education majors enrolled in a teaching methods
. . ‘

. course at a senior college in Georgia, Half of these students were

. administered a one-week micro-teaching progrem~in which they were

. * ?
wtrained to identify and quantify verbal behaviors that inhibit teacher /

0
*

clarity, The other 24 ‘student's>comprised the tontrol group, which
was npt presented the session on teacher claéity.' Anaiyses .of les;ons
these students presented both pfior to the one-week sessg"or; ,and aftt;r
the one-teek session indicated tha‘t_’te"achers can be trained to "s-,ig-

~

nificant;ly‘improf/e their verbal behaviors related to teacher clarity, _ |
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According to Rosenshine (1971), teacher ciarity is.an imbortaq}
aspect of effective :'Lnst'ructi;;ﬁ. Research has shown that teachet; )
clarity-affects student achieve%ent (iand,ﬁl979--Land & Smigﬁ 1979;
Dunkin & Doenau, 1980- Smith & Cotten, 19803 Smith & Bramblett,
1981), A number of low—inference teacher clarity indicators havé

) .
heen identified, Low-inference indicators can be obsé&rved and obt
jectively quantified (as opposed to nigh-inference indicators - o

LY
which'arE'open to subjéctivity)., Among the low-inference indicators

are %agueness terms and mazes, Hi_y.erﬁ Fisher,' and Kaess (1969) .,

identified more than 200 vaguenesg terms, These are wsrds or bhrases

indicatine approximation, unclarity, or lack of assurance, .Snith

(1977) identified mazes as garbles, stutters, slips of the tongue,
. . P

.. . - £ -
false starts or halts in speech, redundantly spoken words, and combi-

nations of wopds that do not make semantic sense., Research has in- .
\ _
. N \
dicated that teacher vagueness terms and makes negatively affect

student achievement (see referenees cited above). Deseriptive re-
! - o e '
search Aia¥ shown that teachers use an average of from three to five
' Co .
vagueness term§ per minuée of teacher talk-and an average of four .

.

mazes per minute of teacher talk, ,LAlthough' it has been shown t?at

vagueness temms and mazes are jnhibitors of teacher clarity, little,

-

if any, research has been condugted to determine whether teachers
- !j - . - ’. -

could be tralned to signlficantiy reduce the number of vagueness terms :

and mazes they use;

.
—
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- METHOD .
. N ‘or‘ p

- v r'i I

This study was conducted during the summer 1981 quarter at a

senior tollege in Georgia, The subjects were 48 secondary edutation

. -
majors enrolled in a teaching methods course.

' s

comprised the experiméntal group. Of these 24 students, nine were

Half of these students

' seniors who planned to complete teacher &ertification requirements

\

[

. - ° . R
~ durine the 1981-82 academic year, Thé remaining 15 in the experimental
[ -{ a
group were post-baccalaureate students who were enrolled to upgrade
. .- ’. ) . . o
secondary school teaching certificages~they currently held, The}

-subject ‘matter concentrations of these students included art, biology, -
’ ~/ . v

?

°business,'English, mathgmatics, music, physics, anh sbciai studies,
" The control grou; was- made up‘of students wfth/similar backsrounds,
\‘ In the control group were seven seniors who were coqpleting teacher
certification requirements, and the feﬁ;ining 17 wére post-bgcca~
ﬂlaureate'studénts who were upéradig§_seéondary school teaching
certificates, The subject matter concentrations of the students ‘in
the control group ipclude& biology, business, cheqistry, English;
mathematics, é%sic,\gnd soctal studies. ’ ..
l The ,,i.nv,estigatoﬁs selécted two lessons for each stud;ant in the
experimental gréup. épch lgssgn was based pn material from deorgia~
'gpproyed secondary‘sch';i;ol textbooksg, and each lesgon corr:'esponded-

.

\ S
to the subject matter cévcentrat{ons of the students, For example,

3

one lesson selected for a\student with a concentration in social

AN

studies focused on the NATY alliance and the other lesson

-

34

¢

for this

One lesson selected for a

. “‘ ’
student was on the Louisiana Purchase,
— Y

- §
student with a concentration in mathematics focused on factoring
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- tninomial expressioms, and the other lesson 1nvolved techniques

.

For each

for writing natural numbers as products of prlme numbers,

’ -

’ student in ‘the exper1menta1 grbup, the investigator randomly selected
! ‘ ‘one of the two predeterm\?ed lesson top1cs and assigned it to the
T e student five days_prior to the day of the student"s presenhatlon._' .

. Each student was giveh'the textﬁook from_whicﬁ“ghe t0pic was selected.,

Guidelines for pres@ntine the lessens indicated that the students

- . » ) . ,

were tS'prep re-oﬁﬁectives and outlines, of their lesson'plans,

Students were aliowed to gse any method ofzpresentation so long 2as®

.
*

the 1essons 1asted for at least 15 minutds. Each st ent presented &

7

the assloned ‘lesson to the other members of the c1a§s, and the ;
0@ - *
\ A investigator tape recorded the 1essons, Presentations were graded

. ,
~ ) . . ) .
aceording to their organization, the coverage of material, aindithe \ .

4 -

. M : ] .
degree to which .they paralleled the objectives and lesson plan .

1
g { R

» g .
__~"outlines. Yo mention was made of vazueness terms or mazas and PR )

T . shéﬁ%ﬂﬂ;had no Anowledge that these would be quantified,’ . .

. . £ ‘
i . ‘Exactly the same procedurc was used to select and assign' lessons,

“ “*
' . as well as to evaluate lesson presentations, for the control group.
’ ;(.& ~
Yo Since the experimental group and the control broup represented two ’
' 7 »
o - deferent sectlons of the methods course,_and therefore met >
! . \ . . R aox . . -
" separately, the same lessons were selected for students in the control
- ™ : »

o e group as for those in the experimental grbup, provided.the subject
’ . . 1 ; § i

- N mattég’conbentrations were the same, In those instances in which L

\theré wassno match between subJect matter concentratipns, such as ‘.

the case for the chemistry majgr in the control group, every effort

/

T . wWas made to seiect léssons that required the same degree oF preparation —

. ’ -2 .
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. N 3 v - .
P v « Lty E;- . ’

A3 / . * -




. ¢ : ' ' . Training Teachers
LY . - 5
. ‘ , T / ’ } ) "
and coverage of content as the other assigned lessons.
VI . ‘
. . - ’ M [ 4 y
- After all students in the experimental group presented their . .

»

first lesson the investigator defined vagueness. terms and mazes and '

.
-
¢

\/ - informed the students of the negative influence these variables have ;//’
“on achlevement The ivaStigator played sample tapes of lessons

that con 1ned vagueness terms and mazes and tralned the eXperlmedtal ,

t . g - ' ‘
groupto identify and quantify the va ueness terms and mazes., Dis- } @
g K]

cussions concerning ways to reduce the frequencies of vagueness terms .

and mazes were conductéd, For example, vapueness terms and mazes .
. \ . - e B L

occur more frequently wQFn,the instructor does not have a command of .

* - ~ - L 2

- A - ‘).

the subject matter, when the instructor is not sure how to explain
. .
\ a concept, when the instructor is he31taqt about the sequence in

. . T~ . - i-

“  which concepts should be,presented, and wien the instructor habLtually

t

uses phrases that do not develop the substantive content (stich as
. oo ¢ .
'"you know''), ' Each student was reéuired to listen to the tape of

his/her first leséon and to 1dent1fy and quantlfy the vagueness terms ’ N
- . '} M ' .

and mazes he/she used. The investlpatOr dhaﬁtlfled these- varlables

»e -

. 2 B » 4
: independently for each lesson and training was,pcntlnued until there

. » P -* -
was a high dé%ree of agreement (no more- than IO’perggehm difference e Y

in quantifications) between quantifications by each student and the

’ .
. - . H

. . - in%estigator,. The training period lasted for five .consecutive one- ° - -

3 . : v 7 »

: hour classroom sessions, Wotk outside of class'also was required
- B

v o
0 .
3 »
* . . '

for analysis of the tape recordings, , L

';5‘\

»
‘After the students in the control group completed thelr first

)

.lessons, they were_requlred to riblew their tape recond?h preéentailons

“

! and to identify ways in which they could improve. ‘Noﬁﬂentlon of

Q . .
.EE [(j ‘vagueness terms and mazes wds made to students in‘;ggfcontrpl group. ,

»
o

.

s 1 .
‘ v
b
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Instead, a five-day series &of pre§thations related to teacher-student
\;

" relations and classroom management was conducted, Topics such as

A rd

transactional analysis ahd reality!itherapy' were covered, The investi-

’ ~

: . vator carefully quantified the vagueness terms and,mazes used by
< » * 3 . | 4 -

s 1 )
. students in the control group. . . s P -7

After the five-day -sessions with.the experimental and control

groups, and five days- prior to the day schgduled for the next lesson
-
, ) . ~ .
X ‘presentation, all.43 students were assigned the second of theif two

lesson topics and again were given the textbooks from which the topics

» . ’

were gelected, The only difference in guidelines for presenting

.

+  the second lessons was that the” students in the experimental group

were told to plan to reduce the frequency of vagueness terms and
;e I ? ‘ .

]\ ~ P <

mazes they used, ' ’ . .
N . . 4
The second series of lessons was)tape recorded, and vagueness\
. * s

. ¢

terms and’ mazes were carefully quantified agaim, - ,
' x 4 - &
~ . , RESULTS :

A2X2 (bétween;within) two~-factor mixed design (also referred

% é ; v, o
to as a repeated measures factorial design) was used to analyze the

student performance, with the frequency of vagueness terms per minute

3 l,

of teacher talk as Jthe dependent variabl The same design was used’
. . . {

<o with the frequencyd mazes per minute of teacher talk as the dependent
' . - . R > \
variable, e . . ,
. .

Tables 1 and Zereprese?xt the means and standard deviations of the

B . 14
experimental and control groups for the frequencies of vagueness terms

» . - » l
and mazes respectively, Tables 3 and 4 represent the F ratios for

.

T Q . the two ANOVAs, : .

ERIC - - - \ 8 | '
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between groub .and lesson number (rQ1, 46)— 5,48, p<. 025)1

. ‘ "v ' ' "_ » = . v,
. ' o Training Teschers
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Table 1 indicates that students in the experimental zrdup reduced

A
v o -
» 1 .

the freouency of vaguengss terms they used in the second lesson,

whereas tbe frequency of vaguenéss terms used by students in .the

°

control groyp was stable from the first 1esson to the second lesson,
) ‘ v
This is ver1f1ed in Table 3, which shows a slgniflcant interaction

L% 0

.

-

Table 2 1nd1cates that students in both the experimental group
{

A

" and the COntrol group reduced the frequencv of mazes, they used in .

the second lesson, Table 4 supports this contentlon, in that there

2 4
A4

. . * L
. was a sifmificant difference between the frequenc1es of mazes in

{

. » . f \
the second lesson as tompared to the-first lesson (2(1,46)7-10.62,

2‘0005)0 . T " N ) ' .

Ll . 0

- -

PISCUSSTUN

. !

Cautions must be observed in interpreting these data. First,

. . b
students were not randomly.assigned to the experimental group or the °
’

control group, Students were placed in groups in accordance “with the -

- “

course section in which they enrolled, Second, although care was

-

* ‘ N - P .
taken in assigning similar leéssons to students in both groups, there

’ ~
i . » . .

- .
were discrepancies due to variations in subject matter concentrations

of those enrolled, Third, each lebson lasted only 15 to 30 minutes

and is not representative-of teacher discoeurse over a longer'periqg
of time, Fourth, ‘teachers in 7atura1 classroom settlngs do not have
)

an ‘evaluator presert who rates them accord%ng to lesson organlzatlon,.

coverase of ‘material, and effective use of behavioral objectives,

ﬁ\“ . 9 . “_

~
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- . reducing the vagueness terms and mazes, .

~

'

~
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v
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L
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‘ ‘ [ 3 ) .
Finally, this study does not ;ndicate\the effect that training in

teacher clarity has over a longer series of lessons. ;
. . » -'J . . . .
@ = Yith these cautions in miﬁ&} the following conclusions are made,

’
v

. Teachers can be,trained to significant1§ reduce the frequencies of

5 v N it

vagueness terms they use, Such training involves intense focus on

o

vagaeness térms per se and on preparatlon of 1eSSons to eliminate

vagueness terms. Intérestlngly it appears thﬂt teachers can reduce
mazes by 51$p1y presentlng lessons and rev1ew1ng their presentatlons.
. That is, students reduced mazesfrgiardless of whether they vere
trained to ideﬁtify and quantify mazes, It may be that'étudente are

less nervous in subsquen&.pfesentations than in. the first presentation,

. 4 '. . Ll
and, that the lower level of dnxiety helped to reduce mazes. '
’ "A final observation is that the students in this *"laboratory

;ttine“ used a lower mean frequency of vagueness terms and-mazes .’

* than hean'frequencies reported in research conducted in{natural .
- ¥ ’ .
//;ettings. Such research (Smith, 1977; Dunkin & Doenau, 1980) indi-
. * » ' .
cated means of three to five vagueness terms per minute ard of four

mazes per minute, It may be that the presence of an evaluator, who
. . ) >' . "l . )
rates lessons according 'to.criteria such as organization and content

¥

' coverage, causes presenters to plan lessons more cargfully, thus

‘

<

The single most relevant suggestion for teacher trainers is that

* -

0

~tra1ners focus on' low-inference teacher clarity varlables that can

be observed and ‘objectively quantified, . ' Such low~inference var1ab1e§

should be related to resulqé’of research concerning student growth,” .

10 - '

such as student 5chievement.

"
y N <
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Means_for Vaﬁuenes's~"1‘erms Pet Minute Teacher Talk
(& .

X —a,

h — Y =T B 1

- ¢« . . , i R

.Lesson 1 ', Lesson 2

"Experimental gxanl- 2,70 o flean 21,96
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2

2,66

- _\ . -
Codxfzfol -1246'5 . Mean
*Group | sD = (47 D

= 1,91
s -
- y . .
! ’ - M= 24 % N =24
' ) / :
: S » v P
. , N\ . \
. 7’ . 4 ‘ .
’ ’ ‘
[ ] R
hd -
, - .
.
~ - -
I .
v " N - ¢
L}
| A ¢
- L 3
. ‘. r

L4
- PR «
- . ;!
P * . e Y
N~
. Y
' . ~ . R
. .
, k N
3 N B
.
- . -
) .
. . .
> I
.
- - . . - . .
e e ¥
s .

. .
) -
. - ~ . ‘
Ay
- A\
.
~
. * r~ .t )
. ~ - .
’ . \ ' .
[} . - . ' . .
L3 ' “‘
. .




- ¥ = -
. ' .' ~ ,%. ’ -~ . -
. . Y ~ . ‘ - .
- ! . - <« .
» . o . g) .
n - » . .
. ’ e i
- N . ‘ . )
N " IS s “
. p i . roay , .
* . . ’ * s e v
. - . . - .
< i « ) ’ , LY . . ‘ -
D ) - =~ . Training Teachers .
. . ¢ - Y .
' . . - . . ) P . 11
’ - 4 . B ' , - . . -
\ . - 1[4
’ . co - . ¥ v .

v

o 4 L oLt C L -
i S - T Table ? , . :
. R B ) . . ) ‘ ' .
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Co . Table 3

S _ANOVA for Var Vagueness Terms Per Minute Teacher Talk
________.,,.‘——-—-'—‘;g""'”‘“‘ —

) T
S ¢ - - . | -
e Source - af . 88 MS wF
' oo netieen-Subjects a7 " 142,65 -7
b .. Grows = ¢ 1 552 2,52 L6
Errors ; Bet' °en—3ub3ects 46 100,13 2.18
> thhm-SubJects 48 35,15 . ——
- Trials, - 1 3,22 3,22 5,19%
. . . A . »
i Groups A Trials < 1 3,40 3,40 S?AS*""
- A
Error: W ithin-Subjects ‘46 28,53 0,62
f-—’——-ﬁ'/‘-‘———"__—_———_—_—" "—.————""._‘—_-_—
e . %D < .05
. wie p < . 025
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b - ~ ) . ’ >
) . : q/ »
. . ANOVA for Mazes Per Minute"l‘eacher Talk .
- ~L
"Sougpce ’ df SS MS F
' Retween-_Sui)jects 47 196,98 ¢ —
L=]
>roups -1 0.01 0.01 0,002
_Errors. Tetween-Suhjects 46 196,97 . 4,28
T Within-Subjects 48 t 42,32 —
Tridls 1 7.86 7.8 10.,62%
Groups X Trials Y 0,60 0.60 0,81 .
. . L
Error: Within-Subjects 46 33,86 0.74
" .
P #*p < ,005 . ¢
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